Attorney Docket No. 0756-7210 
IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

In re Patent Application of: 
Hirotada OlSHI 
Serial No. 10/684,416 
Filed: October 1 5. 2003 
For: LASER IRRADIATION APPARATUS 

AND METHOD OF 

MANUFACTURING 

SEMICONDUCTOR DEVICE BY 

USING THE LASER IRRADIATION 

APPARATUS 

PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Honorable Commissioner of Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

The present Request is filed pursuant to the provisions of the Pre-Appeal Brief 
Conference Pilot Program (1296 Off. Gaz. Pat. Office 67 (July 12, 2005); extended 
January 10, 2006). 

The Official Action mailed January 10, 2007, has been received and its contents 
carefully noted. This response is filed within three months of the mailing date of the 
Official Action and therefore is believed to be timely without extension of time. Also, 
filed concurrently herewith is a Notice of Appeal. Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully 
submits that this response is being timely filed. 

The Applicant requests review of the final rejection in the above-identified 
application. No amendments are being filed with this request. This request is being 
filed with a Notice of Appeal. The review is requested for the following reasons. 




Group Art Unit: 1725 
Examiner: Samuel M. Heinrich 
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In the Amendment filed June 13, 2006, the Applicant noted that independent 
claim 22 recites that a branching ratio of polarization is changed such that an irradiation 
energy received by a surface to be irradiated is uniformized, and argued that the 
disclosure at pages 1-4 of the present specification, which the Official Action refers to as 
"Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA)," JP 10-313146 to Tanimoto, U.S. Patent No. 
6,472.295 to Morris and U.S. Patent No. 6,809,291 to Neil, either alone or in 
combination, do not teach or suggest at least the above-referenced features of claim 22. 

Both the Official Action mailed March 13. 2006, and the Final Official Action 
mailed January 10, 2007, cite Tanimoto and assert that "JP41 031 3146 [Tanimoto] 
discloses (English Abstract) the ... use of a branch plate 3 which controls branch ratio of 
the laser in order to keep constant intensity output" (page 2, Paper No. 03082006). 
However, as previously argued by the Applicant in the Amendment filed June 13, 2006, 
Tanimoto does not teach or suggest that branch plate 3 operates so that a branching 
ratio of polarization is changed such that an irradiation energy received by a surface to 
be irradiated is uniformized. 

The Final Official Action mailed January 10, 2007, does not address the clear 
question of whether the branch plate 3 of Tanimoto operates so that a branching ratio of 
polarization is changed such that an irradiation energy received by a surface to be 
irradiated is uniformized. The arguments in the Final Official Action appear to be 
substantially identical to the arguments presented in the Official Action mailed March 
13. 2006, except that the Final Official Action newly asserts that "the suggestion by 
Tanimoto of the use of a branch plate to keep constant intensity output is not 
substantially different from the language in the instant claims of having energy received 
by the surface to be irradiated uniformized" (page 4, Paper No. 20070106). The Final 
Official Action has not addressed the Applicant's clear traversal of the previous rejection 
as noted in detail above. 

The Applicant respectfully submits that AAPA, Tanimoto, Morris and Neil, either 
alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest that a branching ratio of polarization is 
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changed such that an irradiation energy received by a surface to be irradiated is 
uniformized. Specifically, It appears that there is no disclosure of changing a branching 
ratio of polarization. The mere use of a branch plate 3 in Tanimoto does not teach or 
suggest changing a branching ratio of polarization. 

Since AAPA, Tanimoto, Morris and Neil do not teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations, a prima facie case of obviousness cannot be maintained. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) are in order 
and respectfully requested. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) are in order and respectfully requested. Further, since the Official Action has not 
presented a prima facie case of obviousness, the Applicant respectfully requests that 
the present application be allowed on the existing claims pursuant to the provisions of 
the Pre-Appeal Brief Conference Pilot Program (1296 Off. Gaz. Pat. Office 67 (July 12, 
2005); extended January 10, 2006). 

Respectfully submitted, 

Eric J. Robinson 
Reg. No. 38,285 

Robinson Intellectual Property Law Office, P.C. 
PMB 955 

21010 Southbank Street 
Potomac Falls, Virginia 20165 
(571)434-6789 



